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1. The final National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air
Pol l utants (NESHAP) wi Il regul ate em ssions of hazardous air
pollutants fromthe storage and use of coatings, thinners,
and cleaning materials associated with the surface coating
of | arge appliance parts and products. Only those
operations that are part of major sources under section
112(d) of the Clean Air Act as amended in 1990 will be
regul at ed.

2. Copi es of this docunment have been sent to the foll ow ng
Federal Departnents: Labor, Health and Human Servi ces,
Def ense, Transportation, Agriculture, Comrerce, Interior,
and Energy; the National Science Foundation; the Council on
Environnental Quality; nmenbers of the State and Territorial
Air Pollution Program Adm nistrators; the Association of
Local Air Pollution Control Oficials; EPA Regional
Adm nistrators; and other interested parti es.

3. For additional information contact:

H. Lynn Dai l

QAQPS, Coatings and Consuner Products (C539-03)
U.S. Environnental Protection Agency

Research Triangle Park, NC 27711

Tel ephone: (919) 541-2363

4. Paper copies of this docunment may be obtained from
Nat i onal Technical Information Service (NTIS)

5285 Port Royal Road
Springfield, VA 22161
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1.0 SUWARY

On Decenber 22, 2000, the U.S. Environnmental Protection
Agency (EPA) proposed national em ssion standards for hazardous
air pollutant (HAP) em ssions from |l arge appliance surface
coating operations at mmjor source facilities (65 FR 81134).
These proposed standards inplenented section 112(d) of the d ean
Air Act as amended in 1990 (CAA or the Act). There were
17 comrent |letters on the proposal (see Table 1-1), and the
commenters consi sted of trade associ ations, manufacturers,
associ ations representing State and | ocal air pollution control
agencies, and U. S. Governnent agencies. Sunmaries of the
comments, and the EPA s responses, are presented in this
background i nformati on docunent (BID Volune 11). This summary of
comments and responses served as the basis for the revisions made
to the rule between proposal and promul gati on. Besides
sumari zi ng the comments and responses, this docunent al so
presents a summary of the significant rule revisions. This
docunent suppl enents BID Volunme |, "National Em ssion Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for Source Category: Large
Appl i ances Surface Coating Operations - Background |Information
for Proposed Standards," Septenber 2000, EPA Docunent No. EPA-
453/ R0O0- 006 (Docket A-97-41, itemlll-B-1).
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TABLE 1-1.

LI ST OF COMVENTERS ON THE PROPOSED NESHAP FOR

LARCGE APPLI ANCE SURFACE COATI NG OPERATI ONS

Item No. in
Docket A-97-41

Comment er and Affiliation

I V-D-1

Ray Rusek
Mayt ag Appl i ances
Newt on, | A

| V-D-2

El sie Munsel |

Depart ment of the Navy
Depart ment of Defense (DOD)
Washi ngton, D.C

I V-D-3

Robert Col by, Association of Local Air Pollution
Control Officials (ALAPCO) &

Bliss Higgins, State and Territorial Air Pollution
Program Adm nistrators (STAPPA)

Washi ngton, D.C.

| V-D-4

Robert Nelson & Alison Keane
Nati onal Paint & Coatings Association (NPCA)
Washi ngton, D.C

I V-D-5

Val eri e Ughetta
Al l i ance of Autonobil e Manufacturers
Washi ngton, D.C

| V-D-6

Ki mberly Bowden
Del phi Aut omoti ve Systens
Troy, M

| V-D-7

Kari m Anr ane
Air-Conditioning & Refrigeration Institute (ARI)
Arlington, VA

| V- D-8

Davi d Foerter
Institute of Clean Air Conmpani es (I CAC)
Washi ngton, D.C.

I V-D-9

Robert Streight
Vi st eon Cor poration
Dear born, M

| V-D-10

Steven MarKks
General Electric Appliances (GEA)
Loui sville, KY

I vV-D-11

St eve Rasmussen
Hill Air Force Base
U. S. Air Force (USAF)

| V- D- 122

St eve Bachel | or
Lennox I nternational |nc.
Ri chardson, TX
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TABLE 1-1. (Concl uded)

Iltem No. in Comment er and Affiliation
Docket A-97-41

| V-D-13 Allen Irish, NPCA

Kari m Anr ane, ARI

K.J. Kromer, Association of Home Appliance
Manuf acturers (AHAM

Washi ngton, D.C

| V-D- 14 Jonat han Pawl ow

Office of Advocacy

Smal | Business Adm nistration (SBA)
Washi ngton, D.C

| V-D-15 Robert Kar wowski
Whi r | pool Cor poration
Bent on Har bor, M

| V-D-16 Robert Mul li ner
The Trane Conpany
LaCrosse, W

| V-D-17 Jani ce Bardi

American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM
West Conshohocken, PA

I V-F-1(A) Public Hearing Transcri pt
Robert Nel son
NPCA

| V- F- 1(B) Public Hearing Transcri pt
Kari m Anr ane
ARI

® This item was claimed by the commenter as confidenti al

busi ness information (CBlI), and is not available in the
public docket.
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2.0 CHANGES TO THE RULE FOLLOW NG PROPOSAL

In response to public comments received on the proposed
st andards, we nade several changes in devel oping the final rule.
Wil e sone of the changes were designed to nake our intentions
clearer, other changes had a direct effect on the degree of
coverage of the standards. The rationales for these rule changes
are discussed in nore detail in Section 3.

In the proposal, we defined the regulated community for
these standards to be facilities that apply surface coatings to
| ar ge appliances or conponents of |arge appliances. |In the
proposal BID and the table of regulated entities in the proposal
preanble (65 FR 81135), we stated that these facilities are
general ly included under the following SIC codes (and their NAICS
code equivalents): 3631 (335221), 3632 (335222), 3633 (335224),
3639 (335228), 3585 (333415), and 3589 (333319). W cautioned
that sone facilities and products with these codes do not fit
under the large appliance category, and simlarly, there may be
facilities under other codes that do in fact coat |arge
appliances. Thus, these industrial codes were given as a guide
but were not intended to be used as the primary basis for
determ ning applicability of this rule.

The codes |isted above are associated with househol d cooki ng
equi pnent, refrigerators/freezers, |aundry equi pnent, and fl oor
vacuuns and polishers (SIC 3639), and various types of conmerci al
and industrial heating, ventilation, and refrigeration equi pnent
(SIC 3585). Table 2-1 in the proposal BID |listed exanpl es of
| arge appliances that are produced by facilities in these SIC
cat egori es.

Several comenters stated that the scope of the category as
proposed was overly broad and confusing. They also felt that we
had i ncl uded several products not normally considered to be |arge
appl iances, and that these products should be regul ated under the
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M scel | aneous Metal Parts and Products (MWP) NESHAP currently
under devel opnment. As an alternative if EPA decided not to
change the m x of products defined to be |arge appliances, one
comment er suggested that we change the nane of the source
category to better match the product m x being represented.

Qur proposed definition of the |arge appliances source
category was forned using the six SIC NAICS codes as a
foundati on, and then including the products under those codes
that we believed should be included as | arge appliances. There
may have been confusion when conparing the preanble table to BID
Table 2-1. W have clarified our intent by including definitions
for large appliance product and |arge appliance part in the final

rule. These definitions include “white goods” appliances, as
wel | as certain heating, ventilating, and air-conditioning (HVAC
equi pnment used in commercial and industrial applications.
However, specifically excluded fromthe definition of |arge
appl i ance product are heat transfer coils, |arge comercial and

i ndustrial chillers, and notor vehicle air-conditioning units.
These definitions list the parts and products intended to be
regul ated under the final rule, and they supercede the listing in
Table 2-1. W also nodified the proposal preanble table and are
including it in this BID. W have added Commerci al Laundry
Equi prent and have del eted Fl oor Waxi ng/ Pol i shing and Mot or
Vehicle Air-Conditioning, in keeping with our intention at
proposal. Finally, as discussed in Section 3.1, we have al so
del eted heat transfer coils and large chillers fromthis table
and from coverage by this NESHAP

A few conmenters stated that the heat transfer coils used to
cool fluids in refrigeration and air-conditioning systens
typi cally have uni que coating fornmulati on requirenents, and
sui tabl e coatings are not available in a | owHAP formul ation
The need for special coatings arises fromthe conpl ex geonetry of
heat transfer coils, as well as exposure requirenents in food
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processi ng and ot her special environnents. The coating
information we collected and used to determ ne the MACT fl oors
did not contain any coatings used specifically for heat transfer
coils. W have exam ned the submtted informati on and coments
and have deci ded that the data anal yzed since proposal offer
sufficient justification to warrant revising the proposal.
Therefore, we have excluded heat transfer coils from coverage
under the Large Appliances NESHAP

One conpany and one trade associ ati on nade the conment that
t he proposed new source emssion limt of 0.022 kg/liter (0.18
| b/gal) would be inpossible to neet for facilities coating
certain | arge HVAC equi pnent; specifically, comercial and
i ndustrial chillers. They felt that these operations should
either be treated as a separate subcategory or be considered
under the MWPP category.

The commenters |listed several factors in support of their
position. They said that these |arge HVAC products are produced
in much | ower volunes than white goods, are often subjected to
out door environnents, and have a |onger expected life.

Commercial and industrial chillers are nmuch | arger than nost

ot her large appliances and are usually painted after assenbly.
Therefore, they cannot be put through a baking oven to cure the
coating (which precludes the use of powder coatings). The
comenters concl uded that no operations of this type would be
constructed if the definition of |arge appliance contained these
large chillers and if the proposed new source limt applied to
these large chillers.

The EPA requested additional supporting data on |arge
commercial and industrial chiller equipment coating operations
and the avail able coatings. W also visited one of the few
facilities that manufacture this equipnment. First, we determ ned
the applicability of |arge commercial and industrial chillers as
a |large appliance conponent. W concluded that because of their
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unusual size and shape, heavy manufacturing techni ques and

i ndustrial applications, and the inability to match these
attributes into the definition as a | arge appliance, the EPA
shoul d exclude large chillers fromthe |arge appliance category.
Therefore, the Large Appliances NESHAP will not apply to |arge
commercial and industrial chillers in the final rule.

W also clarified the applicability of certain coatings in
response to questions raised by commenters. The final rule
clarifies that porcelain enanels, powder coatings, and asphalt
interior soundproofing coating will be considered as coatings
subject to this subpart. However, phosphating (a form of
pretreatnment) and netal plating are excluded fromapplicability
of this subpart.

W added several other new definitions to 863.4181 in
response to coments and to increase the clarity of the rule.
Newl y defined terns include adhesive, large commercial and
industrial chillers, facility maintenance, heat transfer coil
and month. Carifying changes were also nade to the proposed
definitions for coating operation, manufacturer’s formulation

data, and surface preparation.
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3.0 COMMENTS

3.1 Applicability/Scope of Category
Comment: Three conmenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-4 and | V-F-1(A),
| V-D-7) believed that the proposed scope of the | arge appliances

source category poses problens due to its broadness. The
commenters felt that this NESHAP should apply to the sanme product
group covered by the new source perfornmance standards (NSPS) for
| arge appliances (40 CFR part 60, subpart SS). The NSPS affects
traditional “white goods” (i.e., ranges, ovens, refrigerators,

di shwashers, etc.) manufactured for household, commercial, or
recreational use. They felt that the inclusion of other itens
such as smal |l er hone appliances and heating and air-conditioning
equi pnent, confuses the regul ated conmunity.

One of the comenters (IV-D-1) recommended that the | arge
appl i ance source category be nore definitive. The proposed
definition says that |arge appliance parts and products “i ncl ude,
but are not limted to, heating and air conditioning units and
parts, chillers, household refrigerators and honme and farm
freezers, household |aundry equi prment, househol d cooki ng
equi pnent, di shwashers, floor waxers and polishers, garbage
di sposal units, trash conpactors, and water heaters.” The
comrent er suggested that the EPA del ete the phrase “but are not
limted to” in order to renove the anbiguity.

Response: The NSPS (47 FR 47778, October 27, 1982) defined
the | arge appliance category as consisting of appliances known
t hroughout the industry as “white goods.” The NSPS source
category includes clothes washers and dryers, electric and gas
ranges and ovens, mcrowave ovens, refrigerators and freezers,

di shwashers, water heaters, and trash conmpactors. 1In the
proposed Large Appliances NESHAP, we used the NSPS definition as
a starting point but did not limt the definition of the category
to white goods. The proposed NESHAP identified heating and air-
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conditioning units and parts, chillers, floor waxers and
pol i shers, and garbage disposal units as additional conponents of
the |l arge appliance category. |In a table of Regulated Entities
in the preanble to the proposed rule (65 FR 81135), we al so

i ncl uded t he product descriptions of household vacuum cl eaners,
notor vehicle air conditioners, and service industry machinery.

Wiile the Iarge appliance definition in this rule is
different fromthe NSPS definition, the EPA does not believe
i ncludi ng surface coating processes for certain additional
manuf act ured goods that have simlarities to white goods w ||
create confusion if the final rule clearly defines the source
category and the affected source. However, we agree with the
commenters that the proposed source category definition was too
broad, and we have del eted sone of the products. For
clarification purposes, we have added definitions for |arge
appliance parts and products to the final rule, which
specifically indicate the types of appliances that are subject to
the rule. This language also lists specific itens that are
i ncl uded under the appliance SIC or NAICS codes, and yet are
excl uded from coverage. The phrase “but are not limted to” has
been retained because it is not possible to list the full range
of existing and future products that qualify as |arge appliances.
The new definition for large appliance product is as foll ows:
“Large appliance product nmeans, but is not limted to, any of the
foll ow ng products (except as provided under 863.4081(d)(3))
manuf act ured for household, recreational, institutional,
commercial, or industrial use:

(a) cooking equi pmrent (ovens, ranges, and m crowave ovens,
but not including toasters, counter-top grills, and simlar snal
products) ;

(b) refrigerators, freezers, and refrigerated cabi nets and
cases;
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(c) laundry equi pnrent (washers, dryers, drycleaning
machi nes, and pressi ng nmachi nes);

(d) dishwashers, trash conpactors, and water heaters; and

(e) heating, ventilation, and air-conditioning (HV/AC) units,
air-conditioning (except notor vehicle) units, air-conditioning
and heating conbination units, confort furnaces, and electric
heat punps. Specifically excluded are heat transfer coils and
| arge comercial and industrial chillers.”

W believe that this definition in the final rule clearly
descri bes the universe of surface coating operations that this
rule is intended to cover.

In addition to developing this definition, we have nodified
the preanble table showing potentially regulated entities, and we
are including the table in this docunent as Table 3-1. Note that
this table is not nmeant to indicate applicability on the basis of
the SIC or NAICS codes thensel ves, because sone of the products
manuf act ured under these codes are not considered to be |arge
appl i ances for the purposes of the final rule. For instance,
Car ni val and anusenent park ride equi pnent manufacturing (SIC
3599), Flight sinulator equipnment manufacturing (SIC 3699), and
Aut onobi | e al i gnment and nounti ng machi nery manufacturing (SIC
3559) are not considered |arge appliances in this rule.

Tabl e 3-1 has been nodified fromthe table in the proposal
preanble in the foll ow ng ways:

(1) former itemb5, Floor Waxing/Polishing and Househol d
Vacuum C eaners (SIC 3639/ NAICS 335212);

(2) clarified the inclusion of Commercial Laundry Equi prent,
etc. (SIC 3582/ NAICS 333312);

(3) inserted exclusion for Mdtor Vehicle Air-Conditioning,
Large Chillers, and Heat Transfer Coils (SIC 3585/ NAI CS 333415);
and

(4) former item7, Mdtor Vehicle AC (SIC 3585/ NAI CS 336391).
These changes are di scussed further in the responses bel ow
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TABLE 3-1.

POTENTI AL REGULATED ENTI Tl ES

Product 1987 Equi val ent 1997 NAI CS Product
Descri ption SIC 1997 NAI CS Description
Code Code
Househol d Cooki ng 3631 335221 Househol d Cooki ng Appliance
Equi pment Manuf acturi ng
Househol d 3632 335222 Househol d Refri gerator and
Refrigerators and Home Freezer Manufacturing
Home and Farm
Freezers
Househol d Laundry 3633 335224 Househol d Laundry Equi pment
Equi pment Manuf act uring
Househol d 3639 335228 Ot her Maj or Househol d
Appl i ances, not Appl i ance Manufacturing
el sewhere
classified, e.g.
di shwashers,
wat er heaters and
gar bage di sposal s
and conpactors
Commer ci al 3582 333312 Commer ci al Laundry,
Laundry Equi prment Drycl eani ng, and Pressing
Machi ne Manufacturing
Air-Conditioning 3585 333415 Air-Conditioning (except
and Warm Air Mot or Vehicle) and Warm Air
Heati ng Equi pnent Heati ng Equi pnent and
and Commerci al/ Commer ci al / I ndustri al
| ndustri al Refrigeration and Freezer
Refrigeration Equi pment (except Large
Equi pment Chillers and Heat Transfer
Coi I s) Manufacturing
Service | ndustry 3589 333319 Ot her Commercial and Service
Machi nery, not Excl udi ng I ndustry Machinery
el sewhere SI C codes: Manuf act uri ng
classified, e.g., 3559
commer ci al ovens, 3599 Exampl es of excl usions
m crowave ovens, 3699 i nclude but not limted to:
fryers, dryers, carnival and amusenment park
di shwashers, and equi pment, flight simulator
gar bage equi pment and automobil e
di sposal s. alignment and tire nounting
equi pment .
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Comment: Comrenters (I1V-D-4 and IV-F-1(A)) urged the EPA to
nodi fy the category definition by deleting those itens
traditionally regul ated as m scel |l aneous netal parts and products
(MWP). At the |least, the nane of the source category should be
changed to match the itens considered to be |arge appliances in
the proposal. The conmmenters suggested the following title:
“Large and M scel | aneous Appli ances.”

Response: The Agency agrees that clarification of the

source category is inmportant. In the proposal we expanded the
scope and applicability of the category. W have clarified
definitions in the final rule to provide an i medi ate indication
that the Large Appliances NESHAP has broader coverage than the
NSPS definition. W believe any uncertainties about the products
that we consider to be |arge appliances will be elimnated when
the definitions are read by regul ated sources. W have decided
to retain the original category nane.

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-7 and IV-F-1(B), 1V-D16)
expressed concern regarding the inclusion of certain heating,
ventilating, air-conditioning, and refrigeration (HVAC R
products in the Large Appliances NESHAP source category. These
cormenters felt that products such as heat exchanger coils,
evaporative condensers, industrial refrigeration equipnent, and
chillers should either be regulated as a subcategory within the
| arge appliance group or be considered not applicable to the
| ar ge appliance category and possibly regul ated under a different
NESHAP cat egory.

The commenters |isted several factors that reflect the
different nature of these industrial heating and cooling products
in conparison to “white goods” appliances. They stated that
t hese products are produced in nmuch | ower volunmes than white
goods, are often used outdoors, and have a | onger expected life.
Heat exchanger coils cannot be coated with powder coatings due to
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their conplex geonetry and, oftentinmes, their corrosion

resi stance requirenents. Large comrercial air conditioners such
as chillers are much | arger than househol d appliances, are
assenbl ed and manufactured differently in conparison to household
appl i ances, have conpl ex configurations, and are pai nted post-
assenbly; therefore, they cannot be painted on automated |ines or
be put through a baking oven or subjected to infrared (IR) or
ultraviolet (UV) curing to dry the coating.

One of the commenters (IV-D-16) stated that the only option
avai l abl e to | arge HVAC/ R manufacturers for coating these
products is air-dried liquid coatings. Low HAP fornul ations of
these coatings that neet the proposed emssion limt for new
sources (0.022 kg HAP/liter of coating solids) are unavail abl e.
They concluded that, if the new source limt is finalized at its
proposed | evel, this would effectively prevent the future siting
of new surface coating operations for |arge HVAC R equi pnent
anywhere in the United States.

Response: In general, the EPA agrees that sone | arge HVAC R

products have differences fromtraditional white goods
appl i ances. However, these differences are primarily related to
the size of the equipnent and their specific applications (i.e.,
typically industrial or comrercial settings), rather than to the
mat eri al s and processes used to apply surface coatings to them
After making site visits and anal yzi ng additi onal data we have
recei ved, we maintain our belief that nost HVAC R equi pnent, even
though it is classified under different industrial codes from
whi te goods, have simlar coating application processes, em ssion
characteristics, and coating fornul ations. Therefore, nost
HVAC/ R equi pnent shoul d be considered to be | arge appliances for
t he purposes of this NESHAP

Fol | owi ng proposal, comenter |V-D-16 clarified that this
concern was specifically with large industrial and conmerci al
chiller equipnent, due to the several structural and
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manuf acturing differences that nake the use of | ow HAP coati ngs

I nfeasi ble. Large commercial and industrial chillers are an

i ntegral part of cooling processes applicable to |large
application/comercial indoor climte control and heavy

i ndustrial applications not simlar to operations of other
appliances cited in this rule. A significant nunber of |arge
chiller units are manufactured solely for industrial cooling
processes. These units are customnade. One chiller
manuf act urer applies coatings post-assenbly at the plant;

however, a significant nunber of nmanufacturers deliver these
units w thout coatings. Because of their |arge size, nass,
construction materials, and shape (10 to 30 feet long, 6 to 15
feet high and weighing up to 50 tons with exposed piping and
heavy thick netal exteriors), coatings are applied by hand and
often at the site of an installation and not at the factory.
Large chillers require specialized heavy industrial equipnent for
manuf acturing, testing, product delivery and installation, unlike
other appliances in this category. EPA staff visited a |arge
chiller manufacturing facility, where the differences involved in
coating this equi pnent were observed.! Based on this visit and a
review of the issues involved with coating this equi pnent, we
have determ ned that |arge conmercial and industrial chiller

equi pnent is sufficiently different to be renoved fromthe | arge
appl i ances source category. This exclusion has been included in

the definition of large appliance product.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-7) stated that several
requests have been submtted to the EPA in the past to have sone
HVAC/ R products excluded fromthe |arge appliances category,
whi ch were acconpanied by information and rationale. They felt

'See docket A-97-41,(itemno. 1V-B-01) for a description of
this site visit.
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that the EPA had failed to either address their concerns or
provide its rationale for including all products covered under
SIC code 3585 in the |arge appliances category. Another
commenter (1V-D 12) asserted that the technol ogy issues
associated wth the coating of heat transfer coils are conpletely
unrelated to coating furnaces and air-conditioning systens and
ot her products that are being considered under the |arge
appliance definition.

Response: Commenters submitted information outlining the

coating requirenments for heat transfer coils. Heat transfer
coils are installed in applications both subject and not subject
to the large appliance NESHAP. Heat transfer coils have over
21,000 different designs and, when coated, nust be coated on the
entire surface, including inner surfaces. These coils are nade
of nmetal tubing and netallic fins with a fin density as great as
24 fins per inch with a conplex surface profile. Adequate
penetration and coverage is paranmount to neet performance
criteria for corrosion resistance and often to neet other Federal
requi renents regulating the food service industry. Coatings
capabl e of neeting the application, flow, and coverage
capabilities and performance requirenents of heat transfer coils
and of not congealing in the fins are not available in

formul ations that neet the emssion limts of the Large
Appl i ances NESHAP. After reviewing the submtted information, we
have concluded that the surface coating of heat transfer coils
has significant differences fromthe coating of other |arge
appl i ance parts and products. The final rule excludes heat
transfer coils (in the definition of large appliance product)
fromapplicability under the Large Appliances NESHAP

Comment: Three comrenters (IV-D-5, IV-D-6, IV-D-9) stated
that the manufacturing of notor vehicle air conditioner (AC
conmponent s should not be included in the Large Appliances NESHAP
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They stressed that these parts and products are designed to neet
uni que specifications as conpared to many | arge appliances. For
exanpl e, vehicle AC conponents nust resist high tenperatures and
corrosion, and are subject to stringent safety standards that

ot her large appliance products do not have to neet. 1In addition
to these considerations, tw autonotive conponent manufacturers
(I'v-D-6, I1V-D-9) pointed out that they operate under SIC code
3714 and were not included in the EPA's survey for this standard,
and so were not included in the |arge appliance data base or in
the determ nation of the MACT floor. Furthernore, they could
find only one facility engaged in the coating of notor vehicle AC
conmponents (facility 72) in the data base.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenters that notor
vehicle AC parts and products should not be included in the |arge
appl iance category. W did not intend, in the original
devel opnent of the proposed rule, to include autonotive air-
conditioning units. Therefore, the final rule clarifies (in the
definition of lIarge appliance product) that autonotive air-
conditioning parts and products will not be regul ated by the
Large Appliances NESHAP.

Comment: Another commenter (I1V-D-1) asked for a
clarification of the proposed definition of “coating”, which
reads: “Coating neans a material applied to a substrate for
decorative, protective, or functional purposes. Such materials
I ncl ude, but are not |limted to, paints, sealants, caul ks, inks,
adhesi ves, and maskants. Decorative, protective, or functional
materials that consist only of protective oils, acids, bases, or
any conbi nati on of these substances are not consi dered coatings
for the purposes of this subpart.” The commenter interpreted the
definition to include porcelain enaneling processes, and felt
that it could al so be construed to include processes such as
pl ati ng.
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Anot her commenter (1V-D-15) requested clarification on
whet her the following coating naterials are to be used in the
solids (conpliance) calculation: (a) asphalt interior
soundproofing, (b) powder coatings, (c) phosphate coatings, and
(d) porcelain coatings. The conmmenter believed it was the intent
of the rule to include these materials as coatings, but felt this
shoul d be made clear in the final rule.

Response: It was our intent for porcelain enanels to be

regul ated by this rule because we consider themto be “coatings”
in the |arge appliance category. The EPA al so considers asphalt

i nterior soundproofing and powder coatings to be “coatings” for

t he purposes of the Large Appliances NESHAP. However, we did not
intend to include phosphating and netal plating processes, the
deposition of pure netal onto a substrate, as applicable
processes. Thus, applying porcelain, powder, or asphaltic
coatings is subject to the rule, and this is clarified in
863.4081(c)(4). Phosphating and netal plating are not subject to
this subpart, and this is clarified in 863.4081(d)(5).

Comment: Anot her conmenter (IV-D-10) expressed the view
t hat phosphating, a surface preparation activity that also
applies a corrosion resistant |layer to the substrate, should
qualify as a coating process and be included in the standard.

Response: None of the information we obtained in the early
phases of this rule devel opnent indicated that the industry
consi dered the solutions used to performnetal phosphating
operations as “coatings.” Thus, in our industry survey we did
not list this operation as a potential affected operation, nor
di d any respondents include phosphating anong their coating
processes. As a result, phosphating was not considered in the
calculation of total facility emssions (in units of mass of
HAP/ vol ume of coating solids) or in the MACT fl oor determ nation.
Since no data fromthese processes are included in the em ssion
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[imt reflecting MACT, we do not believe it would be appropriate
to include phosphating in the final rule for the purpose of
conpl i ance denonstrati ons.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-10) requested clarification of
facility mai ntenance operations that are excluded. He suggested
the foll ow ng definition:

“(3) This subpart does not apply to research or |aboratory
facilities, janitorial, building, and facility mai ntenance
operations (including paint booths used for naintaining

manuf acturing equi pnent); or coating applications using hand-held

non-refill abl e aerosol containers.”
Response: The EPA does not intend to subject facility

mai nt enance i nvol ving surface coating on tools, equipnment and
structures to the requirenents of this subpart. In the final
rule, EPA clearly defines facility mai ntenance. Furthernore, EPA
and has clarified the intent to exclude fromthe subpart,
facility maintenance (including surface coating) on the
infrastructure of the facility or when necessary to nmaintain
operational functions of the facility.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-2) supported the proposed
exenption for surface coating conducted for the purpose of
repairing or maintaining |arge appliances used by a facility and
not for commerce. 1In addition, the commenter stated that on-base
mlitary installations and areas, such as hobby shops and housi ng
areas, also need a | ow use exenption so that the coating of
personal | y-owned appliances by mlitary nenbers (for exanple,
prior to sale) would not be regulated even if the mlitary
installation as a whole were a najor source of HAP. Oten,
menbers use hand-held nonrefillable aerosol containers. They
also felt that it would be inappropriate to regulate a private
facility that is a nmajor HAP source due to other operations, but
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perfornms an insignificant anount of |arge appliance surface
coati ng.

The reconmended | ow use exenption would consist of a cutoff
bet ween 200 and 1, 200 gallons per year. A facility nmust nmaintain
usage records, but would not be considered an affected source if
its usage is bel ow the threshold.

Response: The primary intent of the rule is tolimt HAP

em ssions fromthe coating of |arge appliance parts and products.
However, in the proposal, the use of hand-held nonrefill able
aerosol containers to coat |arge appliances was excluded from
this subpart, even when the mlitary installation is a major
source. The case where individuals repair, refurbish, or recoat
| arge appliances or other types of products at mlitary hobby
shops or base housing areas using hand-hel d nonrefill abl e aerosol
containers, does not conpare to the coating activities perforned
at facilities that apply coatings as a neans of production and
manuf acture. The EPA has chosen to clarify the aforenentioned
exclusion to include coating activities at hobby shops rat her
than establish a | ow use exenption. Section 63.4081(d)(4) of the
final rule exenpts research facilities, |aboratories, facility
mai nt enance operations and hobby shops from neeting the

requi renents of this subpart.

Comment: One conmenter (IV-D-3) recommended that the EPA
i nclude provisions in the rule clarifying that the “once in,
al ways in” MACT policy wll not apply in certain cases involving
qual i fying sources. These sources would be those affected
sources that subsequently (generally thought to inply the period
after the conpliance date) inplenent appropriate pollution
prevention (P2) approaches that produce em ssion reductions at or
beyond the levels required by the NESHAP and that make them
“natural mnor” sources. The commenter felt that such provisions
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woul d provide sources with a powerful incentive to use P2

approaches that will produce superior em ssion reductions.
Response: The EPA, through di scussions w th STAPPA/ ALAPCO,

has devel oped a tentative solution that may require changes in

the Part 63 Ceneral Provisions. W have been working to devel op
regul atory options that would allow qualifying sources to satisfy
the MACT requirenments through pollution prevention after the
conpliance date if they achieve em ssion reductions that would
result in area source status. After concluding di scussions of
the options, we will devel op the appropriate regul atory | anguage
and propose changes to the Part 63 General Provisions or existing
rul es.

3.2 Overlap Wth OGther NESHAP Categories
Comment: Three comenters (IV-D-5, IV-D-6, IV-D-9) said
that many facilities typically coat a range of products besides

those listed as | arge appliances and these facilities should only
be subject to one NESHAP rule (preferably the MWP rule). They
suggested that “opt-out” provisions for the Large Appliance
NESHAP, and “opt-in” provisions for the MVWP NESHAP be i ncl uded

in these two rules. They also felt that the applicability of the
proposed rul e was unclear. Proposed §63.4082 appears to cover

all of an affected source’s coating operations, while proposed
§63.4081 could be interpreted as stating that only the surface
coati ng, associated surface preparation, associated equi pnent

cl eaning, and other affiliated operations related to | arge
appl i ances woul d be covered by these standards.

Anot her commenter (IV-D-4) desired a |level of conpliance
flexibility for facilities affected by regul atory overl ap anong
the surface coating NESHAP for Large Appliances, M scell aneous
Metal Parts and Products, and Plastic Parts and Products (PPP)
This fl exi ble approach would allow facilities to opt specific
coati ng operations or product lines, which are collateral to
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| ar ge appliance coating operations, out of the Large Appliances
NESHAP and into either the MWP or the PPP rule. The conmenter
suggested that this alternative apply to operations that have
been categorized under NSPS as either m scell aneous netal or
plastic parts, or apply to specific facilities that do not reach
a certain level of |arge appliance coating operations.

Response: The proposed rule specified that one of the itens
that conprises the affected source is “all coating operations as
defined in 863.4181.” The proposed definition for coating
operation in 863.4181 was not specific in restricting the
affected activities (i.e., surface preparation, cleaning, and
coating application) to |l arge appliances. W have revised this
definition in the final rule to clarify that only those coating
operations associated with coating |arge appliance parts or
products are part of the affected source.

The EPA agrees that, in certain circunstances, it nmay be an
excessi ve recordkeeping and reporting burden to a facility to
conply separately with different applicabl e NESHAP, when those
NESHAP cover simlar emtting operations. W have devel oped an
approach in the final rule that can be used by facilities that
perform operations subject to nore than one surface coating
NESHAP (for the Large Appliance category, the primary overl appi ng
NESHAP are expected to be those for MVWP and PPP)

First, a facility could elect to conply separately with the
requi renents of each applicable NESHAP for each regul ated
operation. As an alternative, you may choose to be subject to
the requirenments of the nost stringent of the subparts for the
entire surface coating facility. The test for stringency is a
denonstration that your facility-w de HAP em ssions from al
surface coating operations will be |less than or equal to the
em ssions achi eved by conplying separately with all applicable
subparts.
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As an exanple, consider a facility that coats clothes
washers and dryers. 1In one part of the facility, the conpany
al so manufactures and coats hinges, sone of which are used in the
appl iances. The coating of the hinges would normally be
regul ated under the MWP NESHAP, and the washers and dryers
coating under the Large Appliances NESHAP. This facility wll
have the option of considering these operations separately and
conplying with each applicable NESHAP, or treating the coating
operation for the hinges as though it were a | arge appliance
coating operation and including this operation under the
conpliance requirenents for the nore stringent Large Appliances
NESHAP. Note that if all of the hinges produced at this facility
were intended for use in |large appliances, they would be
considered a | arge appliance part and woul d thus be subject to
the Large Appliances NESHAP. This issue is also addressed in the
next two comments and responses.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-10) comrented on proposed
863.4081(a)(1) (i), which reads: “The surface coating of smal
itens such as netal or plastic handles, hinges, or fasteners that
have a wi der use beyond | arge appliances are not subject to this
subpart if the surface coating occurs at a facility that does not
apply coatings to other large appliance itens.” They felt that
this provision could be interpreted to nean that a plant nmaking,
for instance, appliance nmotors would not be excluded unless: (1)
it did not coat any other |arge appliance itens, and (2) the
appl i ance notor was al so designed to work in a non-appliance
application. They said that this reading woul d not be consi stent
wi th comon manufacturing practices, and would result in an
overly broad application of the standard.

Motors or plastic handl es used on |arge appliances typically
are manufactured in a plant and on a coating |line that coats a
wi de range of products. Only the MWP or PPP MACT rul e should
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cover those coating operations. To achieve that result the EPA
shoul d change the proposed provision to nake clear that it

excl udes operations that coat the “type” of itens that have a

wi der use beyond | arge appliances, even if the specific itemis
designed to work only on a | arge appliance.

This cormmenter also felt that the | anguage needs to be
clarified to ensure that a plant that nakes nore than one | arge
appliance item but otherwse fits within the exenption, is
excluded fromthe rule. For exanple, a facility nay coat both
handl es and hi nges. Under the proposed | anguage, because two
| arge appliance itens are coated at the plant, it would
apparently no longer qualify for the exenption.

The comment er suggested the followi ng revised rul e | anguage
for 863.4081(a)(1)(i):

“(1) The surface coating of the type of itens that have a w der
use beyond | arge appliances, such as netal or plastic handles,

hi nges, notors, conpressors, or fasteners are not subject to this
subpart if the surface coating occurs at a facility that does not
apply coatings to |arge appliances.”

Response: As discussed in the previous response, facilities
potentially subject to nore than one coati ng NESHAP can elect to
conply either with each applicable MACT standard individually or
with only one of the MACT standards if that standard is the nost
stringent anmong the applicable rules.

The EPA acknow edges that there are many facilities that
coat m scellaneous itens intended for various applications which
may i nclude |arge appliances. W agree with the conmenter that
such operations should not be subject to coverage by the Large
Appl i ances NESHAP. W have nade clarifying changes in
863.4081(d) (1) of the final rule, which reads as follows: “The
surface coating of |arge appliance parts, such as netal or
pl asti c handl es, hinges, or fasteners, that have a w der use
beyond | arge appliances is not subject to this subpart.” O her
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itens not specifically nmentioned in the definition, such as

not ors and conpressors, may fall under this exclusion.
Facilities that apply coatings to parts that have uses beyond

| arge appliances will be subject to other appropriate NESHAP
However, as noted in the previous response, if a facility is
appl ying coatings to both large appliance parts and these w der
use parts, the final rule allows the facility to "opt-into" the
| arge appliance category for all of its coating operations.

Comment: This commenter (1V-D-10) further felt that the
intent of the rule to exclude w der use parts should be expl ai ned
in the preanble or background information for the final rule
through illustrative exanples. The follow ng | anguage was
suggest ed:

“L. Arefrigerator manufacturing facility coats the
interior and exterior of the refrigerators and al so makes and
coats the netal handles for the refrigerators. Because the
coating of the handles occurs at a facility that al so coats |arge
appliances (refrigerators), the coating of the handles is subject
to the Large Appliance Surface Coating standard. It is not
subject to the Mscellaneous Metal Parts and Products standard.

2. A supplier to an appliance manufacturing facility nakes
notors for a variety of applications. One type of notor is used
only in refrigerators and is supplied to a particul ar
refrigerator manufacturer. The notor is coated prior to shipping
to the appliance manufacturing facility. The coating of the
notor at the supplier’s facility is not subject to the Large
Appl i ance Surface Coating standard because the supplier facility
does not coat |arge appliances, and notors are a type of item
used in applications beyond | arge appli ances.

3. The supplier in exanple 2 al so makes hinges for
refrigerator doors. The coating of the hinges at the supplier’s
facility is not subject to the Large Appliance Surface Coating
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standard because it does not coat |arge appliances and hinges are
a type of itemused in applications beyond | arge appliances.”
Response: As indicated above, all surface coating of parts

wi th wi der-use beyond | arge appliances applicability is excluded
fromthe final rule, even if it occurs at a facility that coats
| arge appliance parts or products. In practical terms, we
believe that a facility that nmanufactures appliances will choose
to conply facility-wide for all of its coatings with the Large
Appl i ances NESHAP. The conmenter is correct in presumng that a
parts supplier perform ng coating of w der-use parts will not
fall under the |arge appliances rule.

3.3 Compliance |ssues

Comment: Two commenters (I1V-D-1, IV-D10) expressed support
for the proposed 3-year conpliance period outlined in
§63.4083(b). One of them (1V-D-10) stated that the tine required
to eval uate conpliance options, devel op designs, order
appropriate equi prent, obtain State and | ocal pernmts, instal
the controls or convert to | ower HAP coatings, and test the
process changes will consunme the full 3-year period and thus it
is critical for the EPAto retain this provision in the fina
rul e.

Response: The EPA has retained the 3-year conpliance period

inthe final rule. This is the maxi mum period allowed by the Act
and we agree that this period will be necessary to all ow nost
exi sting sources the tine to achi eve conpli ance.

Comment: Three comenters (IV-D-1, 1V-D-4, IV-D-10) offered
opi nions on the three conpliance options described in proposed

§63.4091. These conpliance options, in order of presentation,
are: Option 1 - Conpliant material option, Option 2 - Em ssion
rate wi thout add-on controls option, and Option 3 - Enission rate
wi th add-on controls option.
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One of the commenters (IV-D-10) felt that Option 1 should
not require coating operations that use only powder paint to
performthe cal cul ati ons, nonthly conpliance determ nations, and
recordkeeping, if their cleaning materials do not contain any
HAP. This comrenter provi ded suggested | anguage to be added to
863. 4141:

“(f) Coating operations that utilize this conpliance option

and utilize only powder paint for coating materials, and

al so do not use cleaners that contain HAPs, shall not be

subject to the provisions of 63.4110(b)(8) (i), 63.4120(d)(2)

and (3), 63.4130(c)(1), and 63.4141(a) through (e).”

They al so suggested the addition of the follow ng paragraph
to 863.4142:

“(e) For each conpliance period, a coating operation
denonstrates continuous conpliance if it neets the provisions of
63.4141(f). For each such operation, the sem annual report nust
identify the coating operation and include a statenment that only
powder paints were utilized as a coating material and that
cleaning materials did not contain any HAPs. The statenent shal
also identify the conpliance periods to which the statenent
applies.”

Response: The EPA agrees that cal cul ati ons of coating

organi ¢ HAP content are unnecessary for powder coatings that
contain no organic HAP. The commenter suggested rel evant
portions of the proposed requirenments that he believed should not
be applicable to these powder coating operations. W have

revi ewed t he proposed cal cul ati ons, conpliance determ nations,
and recordkeeping requirenents for the conpliant material option
and believe the commenter identified a need to clarify the rule
| anguage. The proposed | anguage woul d have required an affected
source choosing the conpliant material option and using only
powder coatings and non-HAP cleaning naterials to determ ne the
mass fraction of organic HAP, the volune fraction of solids, and
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the density for each coating, and then to determne the ratio of
organic HAP to coating solids. Records and certain reports would
have had to include such calculations. W did not intend to
require this unnecessary cal cul ation for non-HAP coatings at
proposal. Cearly, if a coating contains no organic HAP, it is
not useful to record and report such cal cul ati ons since the
result is obviously zero kg organic HAP per liter of coating
solids. Therefore, we have added a provision in 863.4141(a) and
(d) of the final rule specifying that if the mass fraction of
organic HAP in a coating is zero, as determ ned according to
863.4141(a) (through test results or manufacturer’s formulation
data), then the source is not required to determ ne the vol une
fraction of coating solids and density, or to calculate the
organi c HAP content. This new provision applies to all types of
coatings that contain no organic HAP, not just powder coati ngs.
For such a coating, 863.4141(d) of the final rule specifies that
t he organi c HAP content equals zero and no calculation is
required. The following notification, reporting, and

recor dkeepi ng sections of the rule were also revised to fully
incorporate this provision: 863.4110(b)(8) and (b)(8)(i);
63.4120(d) (2); and 63.4130(c), (c)(1), (f), and (g). W believe
that these changes are responsive to the commenter’s concerns and
that they retain only the requirenents that are essential for
conpl i ance and enforcenent purposes.

Comment: Anot her conmenter (IV-D-1) suggested that the rule

could be sinplified by conbining Option 1, Conpliant materi al
option, and Option 2, Emi ssion rate w thout add-on controls
option, using a generic formula. This comenter also took
exception to the restriction on using different conpliance
options at the sanme tinme on the sane coating operation. They
felt that it could be nore economically efficient for a source to
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use a conbi nation of options on one line rather than investing in
all lines to neet the emssion limt.
Response: The three proposed conpliance options appeared to

create some confusion anong comenters on the proposed rule. The
three options were intended to cover three distinct scenarios and
to be applied separately fromone another. Option 1 provides a
sinplified approach for those operations where each individual
coating neets the applicable emssion [imt, and all thinners and
cleaning materials are HAP-free. Option 2 would be used if one
or nore of the coatings were above the limt, or sone of the

t hi nners or cleaners contained HAP. The commenter did not
identify any operational scenario where a conbination of these
options would apply at the same tine, or how such a conbi ned
option woul d operate. Therefore, we have retained these two
options as separate conpliance choi ces.

Options 1 and 2 cannot |logically both be used on one coating
operation at the sane tinme. |If all coatings neet the limt and
all thinners and cleaners are HAP-free, then Option 1 would be
used. O herwise, Option 2 applies (or Option 3 if an add-on
control device is in use).

Comment: A third commenter (IV-D-4 and IV-F-1(A)) found the
three conpliance options confusing and the conpliance

cal cul ati ons conplex. The conmmenter suggested that the EPA
conbine Option 2, Emssion rate w thout add-on controls option,
and Option 3, Emission rate with add-on controls option, and
nodi fy the averagi ng schene offered by the rule. The comrenter
also felt that conbining “unrel at ed” operations (cleaning,

t hi nni ng, and coating) into a “one nunber” emssion limt ignores
the differences in those operations (i.e., thinners and cl eaners
do not contain any solids). The comenter stated that this
format is contrary to conmmon sense and to the intent of section
112 of the Clean Air Act. The commenter recommended a fourth
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conpliance option that would all ow sources to average across
coating lines and not include thinning and cl eaning operations in
the cal culations. They stated that enforcenent woul d be
sinplified under such an option.

Response: As discussed above, the three proposed conpliance
options are intended to cover different situations and to be
appl i ed separately.

The “one nunber” limts do not ignore differences in
em ssion sources, but recognize that coatings, thinners, and
cleaning materials all have the potential to contribute to the
HAP em ssions froma coating operation. Also, these limts were
devel oped by considering the total HAP em ssions fromall three
types of materials. W believe that this fornmat nmakes sense and
is sinmple because it consolidates all em ssions from an operation
into a single calculation. Option 2 provides enhanced
flexibility because a conbination of conpliant and nonconpli ant
coatings, thinners, and cleaners may be used as long as the
overal |l average em ssion rate neets the standard.

Comment: One conmmenter (IV-D-4) endorsed the use of

formul ation data to determ ne and certify conpliance with the
requi renents of the Large Appliances NESHAP. The comenter
poi nted out that the EPA had stated in a January 7, 1998 letter
to the National Paint and Coatings Association that data
denonstrating a consistent and quantitatively known rel ati onship
to EPA test nethods could cone froma variety of sources. The
commenter urged the EPA to clearly state (as in the proposed
Metal Coil Coating NESHAP, §63.5160(b)(3), 65 FR 44615, 7/18/00)
that fornulation data may be used to denonstrate conpliance with
the emssion limts.

Response: The EPA agrees that fornulation data from

manuf acturers are useful and often the only information readily
avai l abl e to determ ne the conposition of coating and cl eani ng
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materials. The proposed rule allowed the use of information
provi ded by coating nmaterial suppliers or manufacturers in the
sections addressing notifications [863.4110(b)(7)], reports

[ §63.4120(d)(2), (e)(2), and (g)(2)], and records [863.4130(b)].
In addition, proposed 863.4141(a)(4) allowed reliance on
manufacturer’s fornulation data in determ ning the nass fraction
of organic HAP in coatings, thinners, and cleaning nmaterials.
These al |l owances are retained in the final rule. 1t should be
noted that, if there is disagreenent between such infornmation and
the results of the test nethods specified in the rule (i.e.,

Met hod 24, 311, or other referenced nethods), the test results

wi || take precedence (see 863.4141). This is consistent with the
provi sions in other coating rules.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-1) suggested that facilities

shoul d be allowed to negotiate with the regulatory authority to
gain sonme flexibility concerning their specific conpliance
period. Sone facilities may not keep records on the basis of the
cal endar nonth, and such flexibility would help to reduce sone of
t he recordkeepi ng burden by utilizing existing accounting
mechani snms at these facilities.

The comenter felt that the proposed rule was unclear as to
whet her conpliance woul d be determ ned on a nonth-to-nonth basis,
or if a 12-nmonth rolling average woul d be required.

Response: The proposed rule stated that the initial

conpl i ance period begins on the applicable conpliance date
specified (3 years after the effective date for existing sources)
and ends on the last day of the first full cal endar nonth after
the conpliance date. Also, as stated in the proposed rule, each
cal endar nmonth following the initial conpliance period was
intended to be a conpliance period. The intent of these

provi sions was to have conpliance denonstrated on a nonth-to-
nmont h basis, and not over the course of an entire year.
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To accommpdate the concern of this commenter, however, we
have included in the final rule a definition for “nmonth”, which
br oadens the neani ng beyond a cal endar nonth for cases where this
may expedite a facility s conpliance reporting. The definition
inthe final rule is: “Month nmeans a cal endar nonth or a pre-
specified period of 28 to 35 days, to allow for flexibility in
recor dkeepi ng when data are based on a busi ness accounti ng
period.”

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-15) felt that a nonthly
conpliance requirenent could lead to false violations due to
syst em mai nt enance schedul es. They believed that off-day
(weekend) or other periodic cleaning schedules could inpact sone
mont hly period reporting nunbers. Also, enmergency conditions
(l'ine failures, spills) could cause reporting excesses. They
asked how such energency em ssions woul d be handled. To
accomodat e these factors, they suggested that conpliance
reporting be a 12-nonth rolling cal cul ati on.

Response: The commenter should note that facility

mai nt enance operations were excluded fromthe proposed rule.
This exclusion is nmeant to apply to cleaning and surface coating
activities that are not associated with a coating operation.

Cl eani ng em ssions resulting fromthe periodic cleaning of
coating equi pnment are subject to the rule as are any and al
organi ¢ HAP em ssions from coating operations, even if they are
caused by energency conditions.

The coatings, thinners, and cleaning materials involved in a
spill or simlar incident are not considered to be materials
“used” in a coating operation if the source accounts for its
materials at the coating operation level. Therefore, spilled
materials would not be recorded as material used or included in
the emi ssion calculations a facility perforns as part of its
conpliance denonstration. However, for sources using purchase
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records at the facility level to track material used, a spill
could potentially lead to a violation of the emssion limt.
Facilities that use such purchase records nay deduct the anount
of a spill fromtheir usage totals if the anount of the spill can
be quantified and docunent ed.

In the absence of any information that |arge appliance
manuf act uri ng has significant seasonal variations or other
reasons that would require a | ong conpliance period such as the
12 nont hs suggested by the comrenter, we concl uded that
facilities would find it possible to conply with the standards on
a nonthly basis. No data were submitted, either in the industry
survey responses or in comments received from stakehol ders, to
contradict this conclusion. Therefore, each nonth is a
conpliance period in the final rule.

3.4 Cost Analysis

Comment: Several comenters (IV-D-1, I1V-D-4 and I V-F-1(A),
I|V-D-7, 1V-D-15) took issue with the EPA's cost anal ysis included
in the background information docunent for the proposed standards
(BID Volune | or proposal BID). They said that the EPAs
assunption that there would be no conpliance costs in

reformul ating to non-HAP coatings or in changing to non-HAP
t hi nni ng and cl eaning solvents was in error. One conmenter (V-
D-15) stated that even the nost mnute material change is
extrenely tinme-consum ng and costly. Another commenter (I1V-D 1)
felt that solvent costs would double in order to utilize a non-
HAP solvent with the existing fornulations. There will also be
internal costs due to the life cycle testing and approval
processes that nmust be conducted within the conpany, as well as
costs incurred by the coating supplier.

Two ot her commenters (IV-D-7 and I V-F-1(A)) pointed out that
the EPA did not factor any costs for add-on control equi pnent
into its analysis, and that the tines estimated for
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recor dkeepi ng, reporting, and training were very low These
commenters concl uded that the cost analysis is weak and needs to
be revised. Finally, one comenter (IV-D 15) expressed
di sappoi nt nent that the EPA chose not to submt its economc
assessnment to the Ofice of Managenent and Budget (OVB) for
revi ew.

Response: As we explained in Section 7.1 of the proposal

BI D, our investigation of the costs for a facility to convert to
reformul ated coati ngs showed that such costs can be highly
variable. While many facilities may encounter costs under the
rule that are beyond their usual expenditures for new coating
eval uations, there are often conpensating increases in efficiency
or reduced costs due to | ower coating waste production. W nade
several contacts with industry to identify the cost el enents
involved in switching coatings and to obtain sone representative
cost figures. These queries produced little useful data. One
reason was that cost data are not readily available in terns of
coating HAP content. The data that were obtai ned showed hi gher

| oner, and unchanged costs for high-solids versus |owsolids

(hi gher HAP) coatings. Therefore, due to the many site-specific
variabl es and the lack of a consistent trend in the cost

i nformati on, we nade the assunption that there would be no net
change in costs for the population of facilities maki ng changes
to comply with the NESHAP. O course, individual facilities may
encounter up-front costs such as purchase of new application
equi pnent or nodifications to existing equipnent.

For thinners and cleaning materials, we did assunme that the
non- HAP sol vents used as repl acenents for HAP sol vents woul d cost
twi ce as nmuch as the HAP solvents, on an overall basis.

In our analysis we nmade the assunption that, due to the
avai lability of conpliant coatings and the higher costs of
control equipnent relative to those coatings, no |arge appliance
facility would be required to install add-on control equipnent to
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conply with these standards. Therefore, we did not attribute any
cost inmpacts for new add-on controls in the analysis. W
identified only 5 facilities (about 2 percent) out of the 222
facilities in our survey that are currently using add-on control
equi pnent for their coating operations. These facilities would

i ncur costs for nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting, and

t hese costs were accounted for in the analysis.

None of the comenters submtted any specific cost data with
their conments for the Agency to consider. Thus, the commenters
gave us no specific recommendati ons on how the cost estinmates
shoul d be changed. The economni c inpact anal ysis was not
submtted to OVMB because, as the preanble states, none of the
criteria in Executive Order 12866 for a “significant regulatory
action” were satisfied. However, the EPA's cost estimtes (OVB
Form 83-1) for information collection (nonitoring, recordkeeping,
and reporting) under the proposed standards were submtted to OVB
for review and approval in accordance with the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1995 (see proposal preanble, 65 FR 81148).

3.5 Reporting Requirenents
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-1) assuned that the NESHAP s
sem annual conpliance reports would be equivalent to the

sem annual nonitoring reports that are required to be submtted
by a title V permt holder. The commenter encouraged the EPA to
adopt simlar formats for the title V and NESHAP reports so the
States operating title V prograns can use the existing conpliance
forms for the NESHAP or have the title V information deened
equivalent to the information required by the |arge appliance
rule. They also felt that the NESHAP should be witten such that
the conpliance and reporting dates coincide with the dates
witten into atitle V permt.

Response: The coordi nation of the various conpliance
reports that affected sources may be required to submt was
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addressed in the proposed rule. The rule allows facilities to
submt the NESHAP conpliance reports on the sanme schedul e as the
title V permt sem annual nonitoring report (under 40 CFR part 70
or 71) if the title V schedul e has been established before the
NESHAP becones effective. Also, the deviations reported in the
NESHAP conpl i ance report do not al so have to be reported in the
title V nonitoring report. However, subm ssion of a conpliance
report would not otherw se affect any obligation to report
deviations frompermt requirenments to the pernmt authority.

Comment:  Anot her commenter (IV-D-15) referred to a preanble

passage (p. 81136), which says that “overl apping reporting,
recor dkeepi ng, and nonitoring requirenments may be resol ved
through your Title V permit.” They asked whether the States
woul d have “the ultimate primacy on MACT reporting, simlar to
what has been done with other air prograns.”

Response: The EPA may del egate the adm nistration of this

and ot her MACT standards to State, local, or tribal agencies.
Wth that del egation, these agencies are directed to adm nister
the programin a manner that is flexible and workable yet no | ess
stringent than prescribed by Federal guidelines. These agencies
woul d then have primacy in nost aspects of the NESHAP

i npl enentation process. The final rule indicates authorities
retained by the U S. EPA (in 863.4180(c)), including approval of
maj or alternatives to work practice standards, test nmethods,

nmoni toring, and recordkeepi ng and reporting requirenents.

Comment: One conmenter (IV-D-1) noted that the proposed

rul e required each conpliance report to |list the conpliance
option or options used on each coating operation during the
correspondi ng reporting period. The commenter believed that the
conpl i ance option should be reported only if the option was
changed during the reporting period.
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Response: Identification of the conpliance option or
options used for a coating operation in each conpliance report
shoul d not require any extra effort by the source if the option
does not change from one nonthly period to another, because these
reports are nost likely going to be generated and recorded in
sone type of conputer software. |In fact, deleting this
information fromthe report would seemto be a nore burdensone
alternative. The EPA prefers that each report contain all of the
essential information about the source’s conpliance efforts so
that there is | ess chance for m sunderstandi ng concerning the
activities at the facility. Therefore, we have retained the
proposed requirenent in the final rule.

3.6 Definition of New Source
Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-1, 1V-D15) believed that
clarification was needed on whether a new coating |ine

constructed at an existing source would be required to neet the
exi sting source emission |limt or the nore stringent limt for
new sources. Another commenter (I1V-D-4) supported the broad
definition of affected source contained in proposed §63.4082(b),
as the collection of all the affected operations at a major
source large appliance facility. However, they requested
clarification on what constitutes the affected source through a
new definition that could be added to the final rule. This
comment er suggested that |anguage simlar to that used in the
proposal preanble be added to the rule itself, listing the
activities that would and would not trigger NSPS and NSR
requirenents. As an alternative, the commenter requested that
the rule clearly direct regulators to interpret the final rule
based on the definition contained in 40 CFR 63.2 (Ceneral
Provi sions, Definitions).

Response: As indicated in the proposed rule, a new affected

source is a source that is constructed after Decenmber 22, 2000
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and is a “conpletely new |arge appliance surface coating
facility where no such facility had previously existed.
Therefore, the comenters are correct in their interpretation
that a new coating line at an existing affected source would be
required to neet the emssion limt for existing sources and not
the imt for new sources.

The proposed em ssion limt for new sources is applicable to
new and reconstructed sources. A source that is reconstructed,
according to the definition of “Reconstruction” in 863.2 of the
Ceneral Provisions, is considered essentially “new and thus nust
meet the limt for new sources. The definition for
“Reconstruction” is: “Reconstruction neans the repl acenent of
conponents of an affected or a previously unaffected stationary
source to such an extent that:

(1) The fixed capital cost of the new conponents exceeds 50
percent of the fixed capital cost that would be required to
construct a conparabl e new source; and

(2) It is technologically and economcally feasible for the
reconstructed source to neet the relevant standard(s) established
by the Adm nistrator (or a State) pursuant to section 112 of the
Act. Upon reconstruction, an affected source, or a stationary
source that becones an affected source, is subject to rel evant
standards for new sources, including conpliance dates,

i rrespective of any change in em ssions of hazardous air

pol lutants fromthat source.” This neans that, while adding a
new coating line would not trigger reconstruction, it is possible
to do so by replacing an old coating line with a new one
(especially for smaller sources) and in those cases the nore
stringent new source limt would have to be nmet by the entire
arfected source.

This commenter has requested that the final rule identify a
facility's activities that would make it a new source, or include
gui dance for regulators on interpreting the rule. As discussed
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in Section 2 of this docunent, we have nmade several changes to
the wording of the rule to clarify its intent and to ensure that
regul ators understand its inplenentation. The Agency is also
creating inplenentation materials such as applicability flow
charts and checklists to hel p agencies and affected sources in
properly understanding the application of the rule.

Comment: A fourth comenter (IV-D 10) requested that the
EPA clarify the definition of a new affected source as one that
is constructed after Decenber 22, 2000, and that is of a
“conpl etely new | arge appliance surface coating facility where
previously no | arge appliance surface coating facility had
exi sted.” The conmmenter provided an exanple as follows to
illustrate the application of this approach, which they suggested
the EPA add to the preanble or background information for the
promul gat ed rul e:

“Afacility with four existing coating lines (1-4) intends
to make a capital investnent in Line 1. The replacenent cost for
one lineis $3 mllion and for all four lines is $12 mllion.
The proposed project would involve an expenditure of nore than 50
percent of the replacenent cost for Line 1. Because the
investnment in Line 1 is less than 50 percent of the $12 mllion
repl acenent cost for the large appliance surface coating facility
(i.e., the “affected source” is all four lines), the facility
will not trigger new source MACT but nust instead conply with
exi sting source MACT on all four lines.”

Response: The EPA agrees that the exanple provided by the

commenter accurately reflects the intent of our definition of new
af fected source.

3.7 Format/Stringency of Standards
Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-4 and IV-F-1(A), 1V-D11)
expressed concern over the units selected for the proposed
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emssion limts [kilograms (pounds) of HAP per liter (gallon) of
coating solids used]. One of them (IV-D-4 and IV-F-1(A))
referred to the EPA's “equity” argunent, that the specific gravity
of coatings tends to vary wdely with the degree and type of

pi gmenti ng enpl oyed and, thus, basing the Iimt on the mass of
solids used would effectively create a range of limts dependent
on the specific coating type being used. This conmenter asked
why the EPA then used an “arbitrary” default coating density to
convert coatings in the data base frommass to vol une units.
They felt that the use of a weight-to-weight unit would have
elimnated the EPAs need to use this default value inits
“convol ut ed” cal cul ati on process. Such a fornmat woul d be easier
to understand, to calculate, and to verify.

Response: As explained in the proposal preanble (65 FR
81144), the unit of mass of HAP per volume of coating solids used
was selected to normalize the assessnent of organic HAP em ssions
across all affected sources. This unit was neant to relate
directly to production rates, on the assunption that average dry
coating filmthicknesses are fairly constant across appliance
product types. W believe that the use of mass of solids in the
denom nator of the standard woul d penalize operations using
| ower -density pigment coatings (i.e., a |ower denom nator in the
em ssion cal culation would |l ead to a hi gher apparent em ssions
val ue), while providing an advantage to users of higher-density
coatings. An emission |imt based on volume of coating solids
used was thus deenmed to be nore equitable.

To convert the facility coating data to units of volune
solids, we used actual coating density values where they were
avai l able. \Were they were not avail able (density data were not
provi ded for sone of the coatings in the survey responses), we
used the averages of all the density values available for simlar
types of materials. Therefore, these density val ues were not
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arbitrary, as clained by the cormenter, but were based on actual
| ar ge appliance coating data.

Comment: One conmenter (IV-D-11) pointed out that existing
rules that will overlap with this rule typically specify VOC
[imtations as a surrogate for organic HAP. They felt that a
reliance on both VOC and HAP |imts would conplicate the
conpliance effort due to the extrene effort involved in trying to
obtain HAP information for thousands of nmaterials (which the
avai l abl e MSDS typically do not contain). They concluded that a
rule containing this type of HAP determ nation schene and its
hi gh costs will far exceed the $100 mllion/yr cost threshold to
the industry and will require a full GAO eval uation

Response: The proposed rule allowed sources to use EPA
Met hod 24 to determne the nmass fraction of nonaqueous volatile
matter in coatings and to use that value as a substitute for mass
fraction of organic HAP. Therefore, owners and operators w shing
torely on this surrogate approach have been provided with such
an option.

Comment: The sane comenter (IV-D-11) al so expressed
support for the “Conpliant Material” option as the nost direct
and | east costly approach, but stated that an averagi ng schene
shoul d al so be included even with its increased recordkeeping
bur den.

Response: The EPA agrees that the “Conpliant Material”
option (Option 1) is the preferred approach for coating
operations in which each affected material satisfies the
standard. Recordkeeping is sinple and consists of cal cul ations
of the organic HAP content for each coating and docunentation
that the thinners and cleaners used in the operation have no HAP
content. Options 2 and 3 represent averagi ng schenes that can be
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used when sone individual coatings or other materials don't neet
the requirenents of the standard.

Comment: One conmenter (IV-D-10) noted that the MACT fl oor
cal cul ation m ght change after the data base has been revi ewed
and conpani es have a chance to provide corrected information.
They believed that even if the floor is revised to be |ess
stringent, the MACT standard should continue to be set at the
floor level. The costs of installing controls or refornulating
coatings woul d be excessive if a standard nore stringent than the
fl oor were inposed. Also, the EPA should revise its cost
analysis to reflect actual costs if a standard above the floor is
selected for the final rule. They estimated that reformulating
cleaning materials to a non-HAP sol vent for one small portion of
one plant woul d cost approxi mately $600/ton per year for the
i ncreased material costs alone, not including the cost of any
acconpanyi ng equi pnrent changes.

Response: The EPA did not receive any corrected facility
information after proposal, so no corrections were nmade to the
data base. W did review the original survey responses to verify
that the data were entered correctly, and we al so confirned the
accuracy of our calculations of total facility em ssions. These
reviews did not change the identity of the MACT floor facilities
or their overall HAP em ssion rates.

Since no new i nformati on was received to indicate that the
standard shoul d be set above the floor, the final emssion limts
for existing and new sources are set at the floor as they were in
t he proposal.

Comment:  Anot her conmenter (IV-D-8) advocated that the EPA
set a performance-based rul e based on avail able cost-effective
controls and techniques and allow the narket to respond. They
saw no reason for the EPA to reject a beyond-the-floor Iimt that
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can be achieved by capture and control technol ogies or by |ow
HAP/ VOC or powder coating techniques. Further, they felt that
t he EPA had underestimated the increnmental HAP reductions that
coul d be achi eved by avail abl e technol ogi es that are capabl e of
beyond-t he-fl oor performance.

Response: The Large Appliances NESHAP does i ncl ude
per f ormance- based em ssion limts which sources can achieve in a
variety of ways. As Section 5.5 of the proposal BID discusses,
we conducted a beyond-the-floor analysis to determ ne the inpacts
of a nore stringent emssion limt for existing and new sources.
Thi s anal ysis indicated unacceptably high increnental costs in
relation to HAP em ssion reductions that would result from going
beyond the floor (i.e., conversion fromliquid to powder coating
lines or use of add-on controls). Another consideration in
determ ning whether to inpose the extrenely low enmission limts
achi evable with powder coatings (essentially zero em ssions) is
t hat many product types, such as very large or heat-sensitive
itenms, cannot be coated with powder coatings. Thus, powder
coating technology is not available to all of the sources in the
category. As aresult, we determ ned that the proposed and final
emssion limts should be set at the MACT fl oor |evel.

Comment: The sane comenter (l1V-D-8) believed that the
proposed rule would not affect a significant amount of HAP
em ssions (1,448 tpy, or 55 percent, of mmjor source em ssions
woul d not be affected). They urged the EPA to optim ze the
current NESHAP rul emaki ng process to nore fully reduce all HAP
em ssions and pronote the tinmely protection of public health.

Response: The EPA believes that the 45 percent reduction in
HAP em ssions projected for this NESHAP is significant, and
therefore this rule pronotes the protection of public health.
This reduction reflects MACT | evels of control which we
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determ ned in accordance with section 112(d) of the Clean Air
Act .

Comment: The sane commenter (I1V-D-8) felt that the proposed
emssion limts provide little if any incentive for existing
sources to apply add-on control devices to their coating
operations. Thus, the proposal m sses the opportunity to control
at | east an additional 250 tons per year of HAP enissions. They
contended that | ow HAP/ VOC coatings alone fall short of the cost-
effective reductions that can be achieved.

Response: The proposed rule included conpliance options for
facilities using conpliant materials as well as for those who
elect to apply add-on controls in order to neet the standard.
However, as we stated in the proposal preanble (65 FR 81145), the
Agency has a desire in this rul emaking to encourage the use of
pol lution prevention (P2) technol ogi es such as |lower-emtting
coating technol ogies. Add-on controls may be used in alimted
nunber of cases where conpliant materials that can fulfill the
needs of the coater are unavail abl e.

Qur enphasis on P2 has its basis in the Pollution Prevention
Act of 1990 (PPA). In Section 6602(a), the PPA says, in part:
“(a) Findings. — The Congress finds that:

(2) There are significant opportunities for industry to
reduce or prevent pollution at the source through cost-effective
changes in production, operation, and raw materials use. Such
changes offer industry substantial savings in reduced raw
mat erial, pollution control, and liability costs as well as help
protect the environnment and reduce risks to worker health and
safety.

(3) The opportunities for source reduction are often not
real i zed because existing rules, and the industrial resources
they require for conpliance, focus upon treatnent and di sposal,
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rat her than source reduction; existing rules do not enphasize
mul ti - medi a managenent of pollution; and busi nesses need
informati on and technical assistance to overcone institutional
barriers to the adoption of source reduction practices.

(4) Source reduction is fundanentally different and nore
desi rabl e than waste managenent and pollution control. The
Envi ronnental Protection Agency needs to address the historical
l ack of attention to source reduction.

(b) Policy. — The Congress hereby declares it to be the
national policy of the United States that pollution should be
prevented or reduced at the source whenever feasible; ”

It isin this context that we try to identify opportunities
for source reduction while recognizing that in sonme instances it
may be necessary or desirable for a source to apply eni ssion

control equi pnent.

3.8 Determnation of MACT Fl oor
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-10) believed that the EPA may
have conmtted errors in calculating the MACT floors by including

m nor sources in the determnation. It was their understanding
that only major sources are to be included in the fl oor
cal cul ati ons.

Response: Section 5.2 of the proposal BID describes the
approach we took in determ ning the MACT floor for existing
sources. The BID notes that the data base of |arge appliance
facilities resulting fromresponses to our survey contains 95
potential major source facilities, 21 of which were identified as
“synthetic mnor sources.” These 95 “mmjor sources” were nade up
of the followi ng groups: (1) those facilities that |isted “major
source” or “synthetic mnor source” as their title V status in
their response, (2) those facilities that reported their HAP
em ssions under “maxi mum design capacity” as greater than 9.1
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My/yr (10 tpy), and (3) other facilities that we judged to have
the capacity to increase their HAP em ssions to greater than 9.1
My/ yr, based on their reported em ssions.

In the Clean Air Act, Section 112(a) defines a “nmjor
source” as: “any stationary source or group of stationary sources
| ocated within a contiguous area and under common control that
emts or has the potential to emit considering controls, in the
aggregate, 10 tons per year or nore of any hazardous air
pollutant or 25 tons per year or nore of any conbination of
hazardous air pollutants.” (Enphasis added.)

The EPA has taken the position that it is within our
di scretion to include in the floor determ nation sources that
have sone type of control equi pnent or other process change, even
if they ultimately are able to avoid being subject to the NESHAP
when pronul gated because they can Iimt their potential to emt.
We are defining such “synthetic m nor sources” as those
potentially major sources which, because of the presence of sone
em ssion control devices, procedures, or materials (enforceable
[imtations), actually emt less than the 10/25 tpy |evel of HAP
em ssi ons.

Secondly, we believe that the Act’'s phrases “best controlled
simlar source” (new sources) and “best perform ng” sources
(existing sources) in Section 112(d) suggest that we | ook at
maj or sources with controls in place that may nmake them synthetic
m nor sources. To do otherw se would exclude very | arge HAP
emtting sources with the best controls fromthe MACT fl oor
determ nation

W do, however, agree with the comenter that “true m nor
sources” should not be used in determining the floor for a major
source category, and we did not know ngly include such sources in
our |arge appliance floor analysis. For our purposes here, we
are defining “true mnor sources” as those sources whose
potential to emt is less than 10/25 tons per year of hazardous
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air pollutants, either because their processes are inherently | ow
emtting or because they are small production facilities with
resulting small HAP em ssions even w thout controls.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-15) asserted that the MACT
fl oor should be set at the emssion l[imtation achieved by the
source at the 12 percent point, not the average of the floor
facility em ssions. This conmenter pointed out that neither of
their two facilities that are in the top 12 percent group can
currently neet the proposed limts w thout radi cal changes.

Response: Section 112(d) of the Clean Air Act sets forth
certain mnimum |l evels of control for standards established
pursuant to that section. These minimumcriteria are what we
call the “floor.” The maxi num achi evabl e control technol ogy
(MACT) floor for existing sources in a category or subcategory is
given as “the average enm ssion limtation achieved by the best
perform ng 12 percent of the existing sources ... for categories
and subcategories with nore than 30 sources.” (Enphasis added.)
I f a category or subcategory has fewer than 30 sources, the floor
Is “the average emission limtation achieved by the best
performng 5 sources.” (Enphasis added.) Thus, the CAA clearly
establishes that the MACT fl oor nust be based on an average of
the best performng (in ternms of em ssions reduction) sources.

I n devel oping floors, we have primarily used the arithnetic
average (mnmean) or the median of the top sources as the
appropriate neasure to use in calculating the MACT fl oor.

Sel ecting the average of the top 12 percent neans, for a
group of sources with a fairly even performance distribution,
that roughly one-half of the sources nmaking up the 12 percent
wi |l not achieve the average. |In Table 5-1 of the proposal BID
the 12 (out of 95) facilities nmaking up the floor group are shown
as shaded rows. O these 12, 7 facilities emt |ess than the
fl oor average of 0.134 kg HAP/liter coating solids, while 5 have
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hi gher em ssions than the average. The highest emtting facility
inthis group will have to reduce its em ssions by about 45
percent to achieve the floor. Several of the potential major
source facilities shown in the rest of the table will need to cut
their overall HAP em ssions by 90 percent or nore to achieve the
standard. Thus, for nmany of the affected |arge appliance
facilities significant changes in their coating operations wll
be necessary.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-8) quoted the EPAs statenent
in the proposal that “ .. four of the nost recently constructed
facilities in the data base are using powder coatings extensively
and have HAP em ssion |l evels below the MACT | evel for new
sources.” They asked why these em ssion | evels were not
considered to be the best available for determ ning the MACT
limt for new sources. Since the EPA has stated that powder
coatings are used by nost new sources, and are nore durable and
cost-effective, the MACT Iimt for new sources should be nore
stringent than the | evel that was proposed.

Response: The proposal BID di scusses our selection process
for the facilities that were used in the MACT fl oor
determ nation. As described in Section 5.2 of the BID
facilities reporting the predom nant use of powder coating
technol ogy (greater than 90 percent of all coating solids used)
were excluded fromthe MACT floor calculations. The reason is
that the use of powder coatings is not feasible for all Iarge
appliance applications. This is especially true for |larger (pre-
assenbl ed) or heat-sensitive itens. The need to bake and cure
powder coatings nmakes their use a practical inpossibility in many
cases. Mnufacturing or service industry machinery (SIC Code
3589) applied powder coatings nearly 99 percent of the tineg,
whil e the remai nder of the appliance nmanufacturing industry

3-40



i ndi cated a noderate use of powder coatings ranging fromnone to
about 45 percent of their coatings.

The EPA expects that new | arge appliance facilities wll
el ect to use powder coatings to the greatest degree feasible for
their operations. Those that can use powder coatings extensively
(simlar to the four facilities nmentioned by the conmenter) wll
likely have an emi ssion rate significantly bel ow the new source
standard. Facilities whose operations |[imt the use of powder
coatings will have a HAP em ssion rate closer to the new source
[imt.

3.9 Mscellaneous |ssues

Comment: Several comenters (IV-D-1, I1V-D-4 and I V-F-1(A),
IV-D-7 and I V-F-1(B), I1V-D-14, IV-D-15) felt that the EPA had
failed to all ow nmeani ngful stakehol der invol venent through nuch

of this rule’s developnent. Two of them pointed out in

particul ar that the data base was changed and the final version
was rel eased just before proposal, and critical facility-specific
i nformati on was not nade available until 1 nonth after proposal
As a result, there was inadequate time for industry to reviewthe
i nformati on and verify the nunbers used in the MACT fl oor

determ nation. Another comenter (IV-D-15) felt that the EPA had
provi ded the regulated comunity with m sl eadi ng gui dance
regardi ng i nformati on the Agency said would be posted on the TTN
website. The comenter said that nothing of substance was posted
since July 1999, and all devel opnent material was placed in the
docket and di scovered only recently by the commenter. All of

t hese commenters stated that the public comment period from
Decenber 22, 2000 to February 20, 2001 was not adequate to all ow
a review of all the new information, and conpl ai ned that the EPA
had repeatedly deni ed requests for an extension of the coment
period. One of the commenters (IV-D 14) asked, on the industry’s
behal f, that the EPA grant a formal extension to the coment
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period, stating that industry needed at | east 6 nore weeks to
finish their review of the data base and to prepare neani ngful
comment s.

Response: The EPA believes that the tinme allowed for review
of this regulatory proposal was adequate. The Agency did allow
additional time for cormment follow ng the public hearing on the
proposed standards, which was held on February 9, 2001. A
nmeeting was held with several stakehol ders imediately foll ow ng
the hearing (see docket iteml|V-E-1), and a conference call was
hel d to discuss issues and concerns rai sed by stakehol ders on
February 15, 2001 (docket itemIV-E-2). During the February 15'"
phone call, EPA staff clarified that additional information
corresponding to initial conments nade on the proposal woul d be
accepted until March 20, 2001. Also, comments related to issues
rai sed at the public hearing could be submitted until March 9,
2001.

The EPA received no additional substantive coments, either
before or after these cutoff dates. |In particular, no specific
comments were received on the |arge appliance data base (facility
survey response information).

Comment: One conmmenter (IV-D-15) found di screpancies in the

data that the EPA rel eased regardi ng one of the comenter’s
facilities. For exanple, the data indicated em ssions of 106, 600
kg, while the comenter stated that the correct value is 133, 000
kg. Use of this latter value would increase the conputed
em ssion rate fromO0.127 kg/liter to 0.142 kg/liter. Also, the
commenter said they could not reproduce the EPAs figure of
24,500 kg for em ssions fromcl eaning operations at the facility.
The commenter also stated that the short tineframe all owed
to conplete the EPA's survey left no tine for the conmenter to
perform adequate quality assurance. Thus, they requested that
the EPA initiate a conpetent QA/ QC process on the 12 percent
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fl oor data used in devel oping the proposed emssion limts. In
addition, the commenter felt that the EPA should verify the
sources of data used by responders. They wondered whet her the
hi gh, low, or nedian values of the MSDS ranges were used in the
responses to cal cul ate speci es em ssi ons.

Response: The EPA has perforned quality checks since
proposal to ensure that the cal cul ated HAP em ssion rate for each
surveyed facility accurately reflects the data they submtted to
us. This review included confirmng that we transcri bed data
correctly fromthe survey responses, and that individual HAP and
solids content values were added correctly to obtain the facility
totals. W were unable to reproduce the revised em ssion val ues
claimed by the commenter, and no further details of the
derivation of these values were submtted. Therefore, we have
retained our original calculation results for this facility.

The EPA has relied on the data that the industry provided in
response to the EPA survey. Every facility responding to this
survey had the flexibility to report their operations and their
HAP em ssions using Material Safety Data Sheets (MsSDS) or
manuf acturer fornul ation data information, conbined with purchase
or use records for the materials used in the coating operation.
When manufacturing facilities conpleted the surveys and submtted
themto the EPA, they were certifying that the data were accurate
and true. The EPA solicited specific comments on the data as we
reported it in our data base in an effort to correct any errors
in our analysis. W did not receive any additional data (other
than the revised em ssion rates submtted by this conmenter).
Considering the tineline for pronulgation and the limted
resources, the EPA is unable to performfurther surveys and nust
rely on the data that we have al ready received.

The MSDS typically |ist each hazardous conponent of a
material as a range; e.g., 5-10 percent. Wen a range was given,
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we sel ected the nedian val ue between the | ow and hi gh nunbers
(for this case, 7.5 percent) to use in the em ssion cal cul ati ons.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-10) expressed support for the
EPA's use of OSHA reporting thresholds for HAP content (0.1
percent by mass or nore for carcinogens, 1.0 percent for other
HAP conpounds), as proposed in §63.4141(a)(1)(i) and (a)(4).
They felt that this approach would m nimze the cost of the rule

whi | e ensuring conpliance.

Response: The EPA agrees that use of the OSHA | evel s
m nimzes the industry burden since they are already reflected on
MBDS sheets for materials and are famliar to naterial suppliers
and users.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-17) noted that five of the
ASTM st andards referenced in the proposal as voluntary consensus
standards (preanble, Section V.H 65 FR 81149) are out of date
and have been replaced by nore current versions, as foll ows:

D 1475-90 is now D 1475-98
D 2369-95 is now D 2369-98
D 3792-91 is now D 3792-99
D 1979-91 is now D 1979-97
D 3154-91 IS now D 3154-00.

Response: The EPA thanks the comenter for this
information. The comenter offers ASTM standards that have been
updat ed by ASTM and the year updated. Section 12(d) of the
Nat i onal Transfer Technol ogy Transfer and Advancenent Act (NTTAA)
of 1995 (Public Law No. 104-113; 15 U.S.C. 272 note) directs the
EPA to use voluntary consensus standards in their regul atory and
procurenent activities unless to do so would be inconsistent with
applicable | aw or otherwi se inpractical. Voluntary consensus
standards are technical standards devel oped or adopted by one or
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nore vol untary consensus bodi es. The EPA conducts searches to
identify standards conpatible with EPA Methods, in this case EPA
Met hods 24 and 311.

First of all, ASTM Standard D-3154-00 is now referenced as
ASTM D- 3154- 00, but still is not a standard we can reference as
an acceptable alternative in lieu of EPA's standard reference
Met hod.

The ASTM D1475-90, ASTM D2369-95, ASTM D3792-91, ASTM D4457-
85 (Reapproved 91) and ASTM D1979-91, are incorporated by
reference into Method 24. ASTM D1979-91, ASTM D3432-89, ASTM
D4747-87, ASTM D4827-93, and ASTM PS9-94 are incorporated by
reference in EPA Method 311. These standards are al ready
accept abl e procedures which were actually incorporated by
reference in Method 24 as they were established at the tinme of
EPA revi ew.

However, the standards cannot be changed to reflect the
dates specified by the commenter. The EPA cannot cite the new
dates of the updated standards because it has not been able to
deternmine if these updated versions are technically the sane as
the previously incorporated versions. |f the updated versions of
t hese nethods were technically different fromthe previously
i ncorporated versions, their use m ght change the applications of
the methods. This mght in turn affect the stringency of the
emssion limts that use Methods 24 and 311 to determne
conpl i ance.

Comment:  Anot her conmenter (IV-D-4) questioned the
inclusion of two ASTM test nethods, D2697-86 and D6093-97, for
the determ nation of volune solids in the conpliance
calculations. They clainmed that these two nethods (referenced in
proposed §63.4141(b)(1)) are not routinely run (if at all) by
manuf acturers of appliance coatings. They further stated that
t he EPA had not commented in the preanble on the viability of
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t hese net hods, which the comenter said they have continuously
questioned as unrealistic and unreliable for conpliance
enf or cement pur poses.

Response: As discussed in the proposal preanble (65 FR
81148-50), the National Technol ogy Transfer and Advancenent Act
of 1995 (NTTAA), section 12(d), directs the EPA to use voluntary
consensus standards (VCS) in our regulatory and procurenent
activities if possible. The two ASTM nethods referred to by the
commenter are exanples of these VCS.

Section 63.4141(b) in the proposed rule provided three
options for determ ning the volune fraction of coating solids
(nonvol atiles) for each coating: (1) use of either of the two
referenced ASTM net hods (D2697-86 (1998) or D6093-97), (2) use of
information fromthe supplier or nmanufacturer of the material, or
(3) performng the cal culati ons shown in paragraph (b)(3) of that
section. These options provide sources with the flexibility to
choose the approach that is conpatible with their preferences as
well as the coating information available to them W have
revised the rule to indicate that no one of these options takes
precedence over the others.

The commenter is rem nded that the General Provisions, in
863. 7(f) of subpart A of Part 63, allow alternatives to the
specified test nmethods to be used if a validation and
justification are submtted for the alternative nethods. The
commenter did not include any suggested alternatives to the
met hods shown in the proposal. However, affected sources w shing
to use alternatives to the |listed approaches nay present those to
t he Agency for approval before using themfor conpliance
det ermi nati ons.

Comment: One conmenter (IV-D-10) asked that the final rule
provide credit for recovery and reuse of materials.
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Response: The conpliance equations provided in the proposed
standards are to be used by facilities for determ ning total HAP
em ssion rate in the units of the standards (kg organi c HAP per
liter coating solids used). Only those HAP emi ssions directly
associated with [ arge appliance surface coating operations are
considered in these calculations. Equation 1 in 863.4151(e)

i ncl udes an all owance for HAP-containing waste materials (such as
pai nt sludge) that are sent to a hazardous waste TSDF. This
recovered anmount of HAP (R, in the equation) can be subtracted
out in calculating the total HAP em ssions fromthe facility.
Since the HAP in this waste are sealed in a drum or other
container for delivery to a TSDF, they are not included in the
inventory of a facility’ s organic HAP air em ssions.

The commenter did not describe any particul ar scenarios for
which they felt credit was appropriate. The HAP which are used
during the conpliance period nust be included as em ssions. The
term*“used” has a neaning equivalent to “emtted.” If certain
materials are utilized and then recovered for reuse (such as a
cleaning material used to clean lines that is collected and run
through a distillation process at the facility for reuse), then
only the portion not recovered (and, thus, assunmed to be emtted)
woul d be counted in the conpliance equations. The Agency
consi ders such recovery processes a positive step environnentally
because the facility is collecting excess HAP liquid rather than
allowng it to evaporate. The “credit” for these conservation
efforts is that the amount of HAP considered “used” is |ess than
t he amount that was put into the process, and thus the facility
may find that it can achieve conpliance in a case where it nmay
not have ot herw se been able to do so.

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-1, |V-D15) stated that it is

currently unclear how the EPA plans to handl e the subject of
curing solvents. These HAP em ssions result from cross-Iinking
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reactions in certain waterborne and powdercoat paints. One of
the commenters (1V-D-15) felt that, if curing volatiles are to be
consi dered as em ssions contributors, EPA guidance is necessary
on how they will be managed in terns of the potential discrepancy
in reporting these enm ssions between Method 24 and Met hod 311

In the case of such a discrepancy, will the EPA use the new data
retroactively for enforcenent? The second comrenter (IV-D-1)
felt that the EPA had di scounted or chosen to ignore this
phenomenon in setting the standard. The view of these commenters
was that, if the regulated community was nade to include curing
solvents in their conpliance cal culations, the EPA should reflect
this fact in the data base and recal cul ate the MACT fl oor and the
standard itself.

Response: Cure volatiles are the HAP that are formed and
emtted by chemi cal reaction when certain waterborne or powder
coatings are cured or dried at elevated tenperatures. These HAP
are contrasted with the volatile HAP that are added to a liquid
coating when it is manufactured (and are listed in the
formul ation data). The subject of cure volatiles is conplex, and
data are limted and sonetinmes conflicting.

At the tinme that we requested data on coatings from
i ndustry, there was no consensus nethod for quantifying em ssions
of cure volatiles. The EPA's Method 311, for exanpl e,
specifically excludes these em ssions, and notes that a “separate
or nodified” test procedure nust be used to nmeasure cure
vol atiles. Since coating-specific data were unavailable, we did
not consider cure volatiles as em ssions contributors for the
pur pose of devel opi ng the proposed emssion limts. As a result,
cure volatiles need not be neasured or reported in a facility’'s
conpl i ance cal cul ati ons.

If, at sone future tine, an accepted nethod is devel oped to
measure the HAP in cure volatiles, the EPA may decide to include
these emssions in emssion limts where they are applicable.
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However, in order to do this, we would first have to reeval uate
t he actual em ssions fromlarge appliance facilities and |ikely
make a new MACT fl oor determ nation. Any changes to the rule
woul d i nvolve a proposal and comrent phase before becom ng
effective. At this time, however, the presence of curing
volatiles is not taken into account in the emssion [imts and
will not be considered in the cal culations used to determ ne
conpl i ance.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-1) asked for clarification
regardi ng the work practice requirenment proposed in §63.4093(d):
“M xi ng vessel s used for organic-HAP-containing materials nust be
cl osed except when adding to, renoving, or mxing the contents.”
They asked the followi ng questions regarding the criteria
defining a “cl osed” m xi ng vessel :

(a) Wat type of interface is allowed between the shaft of the
m xer and the entrance to the m xing vessel ?

(b) Is the vessel still considered closed if there is an annul ar
space between the shaft and the vessel top?

(c) Must the lid of the m xing vessel be seal ed or clanped down?

Response: Due to the variety of m xing vesse
configurations, we have not specified the details of this work
practice requirenent. Cenerally, “closed” nmeans that a cover is
used which allows no visible holes, gaps, or other open spaces
into the interior of the vessel. The cover nay be a separate
cover placed on the vessel or it may be an integral part of the
vessel's structural design. |In either case, when the vessel is
in a closed condition no openings are all owed.

For m xi ng vessels designed with a space between the m xer
shaft and the vessel top, this annul ar space is acceptable only

during the actual mxing process. At all other tines except when
materials are being added or renoved, the vessel nust be
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“closed.” No clanping or sealing is required as long as the
vessel is maintained with no openi ngs.

The purpose of this work practice standard is to mnimze
| osses of coating volatiles, which is already a goal of |arge
appliance facilities in their efforts to reduce costs and
optim ze the production process. Thus, we believe that sources
will seek opportunities to apply this standard in the best way to
their own processes.
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